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July 10, 2004

Chairmap Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consurner groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

. But such-price hikes are precisely what the FCC will-de if it infliets-new “in-state” aeeess -
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerel, Zu % %/

Sers gl

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington,; DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected ~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

..But such-price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do-if it inflicts new “jn-state” access -

charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Lo Ao

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator [
Senator ]
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july 10,2004 -

Chairman Michae} K. Powell

Federal Commnunications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re; WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am ‘writing to add my voice to the growing mumber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone comnpanies to circuravent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and

- dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to 2 “platform™ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Cwrrent rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and thena -
separate call to Virginia. :

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issve.

Sincerely, %
. 77Arr ’ o /47

ccs:  Comimissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
- Semator
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: 'WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. Prom this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of somcone jn Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access chaxges because there is a ca]] to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia,

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are a]rcady rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. :

T am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.
;ﬂ lowd e %M/ Vg
ccs:  Comrmissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy

Commissioner Michael J. Copps

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin

Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein

Senator
Senator -
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July 10, 2004

Chajrman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell: .

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free numober, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to. Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. .

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a singlé in-state call so they can levy exorbjtant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. ' :

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.. : '

sl Ul P

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein .
Senator '
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michae] K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S'W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’™ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska, From this _
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. :

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already ﬂsing*for gas, milk and other products. Cénsumcrs don’t need hiéﬁer prices far
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell coxppanies the door
on thisissue. , : '

Y 0 JUS -

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
- Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
" Senator
Senator -
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July 10, 2004

.Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Sureet, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this. docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurners in moind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and

. dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarmpple, is connected to a “‘platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as conumon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actoal
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

‘Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for -
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. :

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards bave
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell cornpanies the door
on this issue. .

70 a.

Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commiissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell '
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: 'WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:
I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts

by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent cusrent rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher

_rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I itplore

you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free nurober, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarmple, is connected to a “platform” in ancther state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this

. “platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The callér.then

dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because r.here is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

" "Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls t00, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I amn aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effart to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, )657/\(}9
Ina LA e

ccs: - Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
. Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator

do13/021
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

. Pederal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

.Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -- in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
" dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “‘platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a commpany, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
. that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a

separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to-treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
. state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companijes’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products Consumers don’t need h:lgher pﬂces for
phone calls too, especially when these hlgher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
. corporations. .

Tam aware that the long distance companies and otbers that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the doar
on this issue.

Smcerel}z ﬁ / - / ')

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a

separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Pricés are dlready risiig for gas, fulk and other products. Consuiérs don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
cotporations.

] am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custooers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.

Sin Cerel}',

Ozﬂfsml

Cormmissioner Kathleen Q. Abemnathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service
men and women stationed worldwide.

I understand that the FCC is considering applying *in-state™ access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particularly those who move
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set,
affordable rates.

As aresult, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, military personne]
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep
their loved ones within reach.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cogt of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our
military personnel and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

ccst'  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commiissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator

do1s/021
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice 1o the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circunavent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state

. that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because Lhere is a ca]l to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. :

. Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need highcr prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates rcprcsent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effart to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to we1gh in on the side of consuraers and show the Bell compamcs the door
on this issue,

Sincerely,

Phiodelphia PA-

ccs:  -Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcrnathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps '
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator '
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Comn:ussmn
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. .As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and

dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for

example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this

“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
.dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
- that this.represeats two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.

Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
_separate call to Vitginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising Tor gas, mitk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these h1gher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

Tam aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell cortipapies the door
on this issue. .

Sincerely,

/RNy %
ccs: %; . Abernathy ’ D

Commis M1 1 J. Copps ) :
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 0 Lf
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 7 N l l .
Senator : ’ ’
Sepator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael XK. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Pawell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller ases a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. :

But the Bell companies want to freat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-~
state access charges, Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporatons. :

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid-calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this maaner. It is

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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july 10, 2004

~ Chairman Michael K. Powell
Federal Communications Commission
445 12ih Street, S'W.
Washington, DC 20554

. Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to'add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
djals a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected io a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a cail to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calis too, especially when (hese higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four la.rge
corporations. :

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCCto wel,,h in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.’ .

w&;%—» /4,,/ .

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q.-Abcmathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
‘Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with 2 pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of, the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person.. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state

. that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges bccause there is 2 call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consnmers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid callmg cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. :

Sincerely,

mQy)\/\W \W\\C‘Y\

" Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J: Martin
Commissioner J onatban S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator -
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairmh Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates -- for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurmers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Cuxrent rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especmlly when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large .
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companics and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers® interests in this manner. It is

‘now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell. companies the door
on this issue.

g év\, - Doy
O
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ccs:  Commiissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
" Senator
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growmg number of groups and individuals 0pposed to efforts
by the locat Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatjcally higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for -
exanople, is connected to a “‘platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
_ state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveawhy to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pré-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

"ty Raate Jffensty

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for .
exarople, is connected to a “‘platformy” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone nuraber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as cornmon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access chargcs because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-

* - state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.
Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Copsumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers' interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. :

Sincerely,

ces: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Comumissioner Kevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein

Senator
Sex;ator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell -
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circamvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in-many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and -
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The callex then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state

" that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
scparate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have na relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
casts, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers,

' Prices are aﬁé;dj( nsmg for _gis, milk and other p£oducts. Consumers don’t need highef p!'iécé fof.
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ intexests in this maniner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. : '

wetoe Nl
- Delingons Bravei S <.

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely, .
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Commumications Cormmission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: 'WC Docket No. 03-133
Deatr Chairman Powell:

- T am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone cotopanies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — im many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rathef than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell compénies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or ber PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginisa, for

- example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this

: '“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then

dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Cwrent rules, as well as commmon sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as 2 single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
“costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products Consumers don t need hxghcr prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

Iam aware that the long distance coropanies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have

. weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
‘now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

m&u("/

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator '
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairmman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for Jocal telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected ~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and fends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

- === -‘Butsuch price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do-if-it inflicts mew “in-state”-aceess-
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumetrs by deciding
that thesg services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees,

(4

_ Ling.

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

| RE wC Dock:_t No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-: : citizens, ixmmigrants, college students and
military families rcIy upon callmg caid services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consnmers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may-be the only option
they have to stay connected ~ to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs

In economically disadvantaged areAs, Consumers htenlly risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

o s But such pnceiuhnrefpreclsely whst-the—PGG mll go if-it-inflicts ngw musm‘-aocwss
charges andoﬁxerfeesou pre-a o

least a ordté bearit A&dmg oess cha ges atid #ea will sah ta:m y increase thc cost
of prowdmg pre-paid cards at affordable prices, Jeopardnzmg the savings prowded by
these cards.

63 CATGE. "‘!:ﬂ.f € T

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services ot subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,.

ccs: Commissioner Michae] Copps
Commissioner Kathlecen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone sexvice. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers litetally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

- But such price hikes-are preeiscly-what the FCC will-de if it inflicts new “in-state’>aceess-
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

\QL OM/M - Michage,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abemnathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Sincerely,
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Comtmunications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individwals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling caxd. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically bigher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who roay be in Virginia, for
example, is convected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to V1rglma

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already ﬁsing for gas, milk aﬂd other products. Consumers don’t need hzgher bﬁces for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this maunner. It is
now ume for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J, Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator




